To investigate the characteristics of the SAS data base, we obtained a copy of the data base (minus individual identifiers).3 Because data were collected from program sites on the number of new persons enrolled each month, it is possible to gain some insights into the nature and magnitude of the incompleteness of coverage. Using the "process data" provided by each site, we tabulated the total number of persons reported to be enrolled in YEDPA demonstration programs. we then tabulated data on individual participants by site to obtain an indication of the proportion of enrollees who were missing from the participant file.
As with all attempts at complete enumeration, the estimation of undercoverage is not straightforward unless there exists a valid count for the true size of the population being enumerated. in the present case, it is likely that the month-by-month counts of new program entrants were figures that program operators had readily at hand. (This results from the fact that payments to programs are tied to the number of entrants—which, of course, introduces its own potential for distortions in reporting.)  If we take the reports of total enrollments at site ± (Ej^) äs an indicator of the total number of persons who should have been interviewed and tested, then, for any single site, the incompleteness of coverage can be represented by the ratio (N^/E^) where N^ is the sample count in the participant data file for site i.  For example, if a site said it enrolled 2,000 youth but only 1,200 respondents from that site could be located in the participant file, then the coverage rate could be said to be 1,200/2,000 or 60 percent. (Note, however, how inflating of enrollment figures by program operators or mechanical errors in data entry or matching might bias this estimate.)
If all program sites accurately reported enrollment data, we might then make a confident estimate of the completeness of coverage by summing across sites (ZN^/ZE^).  The data do not, however, comply so readily with our wishes. incompleteness affects not only participant data, but also the process data.
Analysis of the process data collected from individual program sites (shown in Table A. 3) reveals that the majority of program sites did not provide data on their program operations. This can be detected within the ETS data base because site codes appear on both respondent records and site records. We thus know (assuming the site codes have
3Three observations should be made about technical aspects of the data sets. First, the documentation provided with the data sets was not always adequate. Second, although the data have a hierarchical structure (there are respondents within sites within programs), the data sets are not designed to encourage analyses that make use of that hierarchical structure. Third, no procedural history exists for the data gathering. Thus i t is unclear how many sites were contacted for data, how many sites provided data that was judged wsuspicious," how ETS "winnowed" the data set to eliminate "suspicious" data, and so forth.

